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Examiner 
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All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



m Brian P. Whipple . (3) . 

(2) Ria Farrell Schalnat (4) . 

Date of Interview: 21 February 2007 , 

Type: a)S Telephonic 5)0 Video Conference 

c)n Personal [copy given to: !)□ applicant 2)0 applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)n Yes e)S No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1.15,17,18 and 22 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Factor. Slieth. and Naa , 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)\3 was reached. g)n was not reached. h)S N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Slieet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 

Attachment to a signed Office action. 
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Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 
Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), Section 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of Record 

A complete written statement as to the substance of any face-to-face, video conference, or telephone interview with regard to an application must be made of record in the 
application whether or not an agreement with the examiner was reached at the interview. 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 

Paragraph (b) 

In every instance where reconsideration is requested in view of an interview with an examiner, a complete written statement of the reasons presented at the interview as 
wan-anting favorable action must be filed by the applicant An interview does not remove the necessity for reply to Office action as specified in §§ 1 .1 11. 1 .135. (35 U.S.C. 132) 

37 CFR §1.2 Business to be transacted in writing. 
All business with the Patent or Trademarit Office should be transacted in writing. The personal attendance of applicants or their attorneys or agents at the Patent and 
Trademarl^ Office is unnecessary. The action of the Patent and Trademaric Office will be based exclusively on the written record in the OfTrce. No attention will be paid to 
any alleged oral promise, stipulation, or understanding in relation to which there is disagreement or doubt. 



The action of the Patent and Trademark Office cannot be based exclusively on the written record in the Office If that record is itself 
incomplete through the failure to record the substance of interviews. 

It is the responsibility of the applicant or the attomey or agent to make the substance of an interview of record in the application file, unless 
the examiner indicates he or she will do so. It is the examiner's responsibility to see that such a record is made and to correct material inaccuracies 
which bear directly on the question of patentability. 

Examiners must complete an Interview Summary Fomn for each interview held where a matter of substance has been discussed during the 
interview by checking the appropriate boxes and filling in the blanks. Discussions regarding only procedural matters, directed solely to restriction 
requirements for which interview recordation is othenwise provided for in Section 812.01 of the IVIanual of Patent Examining Procedure, or pointing 
out typographical errors or unreadable script in Office actions or the like, are excluded from the interview recordation procedures below. Where the 
substance of an interview is completely recorded In an Examiners Amendment, no separate Interview Summary Record is required. 

The Interview Summary Fonm shall be given an appropriate Paper No., placed in the right hand portion of the file, and listed on the 
"Contents" section of the file wrapper. In a personal interview, a duplicate of the Fomn is given to the applicant (or attorney or agent) at the 
conclusion of the interview. In the case of a telephone or video-conference interview, the copy is mailed to the applicant's correspondence address 
either with or prior to the next official communication. If additional correspondence from the examiner is not likely before an allowance or if other 
circumstances dictate, the Fomri should be mailed promptly after the interview rather than with the next official communication. 

The Form provides for recordation of the following infomiation: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTC personnel, etc.) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

- An identification of the specific prior art discussed 

- An indication whether an agreement was reached and if so. a description of the general nature of the agreement (may be by 
attachment of a copy of amendments or claims agreed as being allowable). Note: Agreement as to allowability is tentative and does 
not restrict further action by the examiner to the contrary. 

- The signature of the examiner who conducted the interview (if Fomn is not an attachment to a sighed Office action) 

It is desirable that the examiner orally remind the applicant of his or her obligation to record the substance of the interview of each case. It 
should be noted, however, that the Interview Summary Form will not normally be considered a complete and proper recordation of the interview 
unless it includes, or is supplemented by the applicant or the examiner to include, all of the applicable items required below concerning the 
substance of the interview. 

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should include at least the following applicable items: 

1) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted, 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed, 

4) an identification of the principal proposed amendments of a substantive nature discussed, unless these are already described on the 
Interview Summary Form completed by the Examiner, 

5) a brief Identification of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner, 

(The identification of arguments need not be lengthy or elaborate. A verbatim or highly detailed description of the arguments is not 
required. The identification of the arguments is sufficient If the general nature or thrust of the principal arguments made to the 
examiner can be understood in the context of the application file. Of course, the applicant may desire to emphasize and fully 
describe those arguments which he or she feels were or might be persuasive to the examiner.) 

6) a general Indication of any other pertinent matters discussed, and 

7) If appropriate, the general results or outcome of the interview unless already described in the Interview Summary Form completed by 

the examiner. 

Examiners are expected to carefully review the applicant's record of the substance of an interview. If the record is not complete and 
accurate, the examiner will give the applicant an extendable one month time period to correct the record. 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 

If the claims are allowable for other reasons of record, the examiner should send a letter setting forth the examiner's version of the 
statement attributed to him or her. If the record is complete and accurate, the examiner should place the indication. "Interview Record OK" on the 
paper recording the substance of the interview along with the date and the examiner's initials. 
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Continuation Siieet (PTOL-413) 



Appiication No. 10/682,601 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Claims 17, 18, and 22 were discussed and it was agreed that the 
amendments appear to differentiate the claims from prior art Factor in terms of anticipation. An updated search was 
agreed to be performed in light of the amendments to confirm whether or not Factor is overcome as a 102 reference. 

Examiner and attorney also agreed that further amending claim 1 to spell out that the request for work is received at 
the corresponding physical node would appear to differentitate over the interpretation of Factor anticipating claim 1 with 
the interpretation of the corresponding physical node as the requesting client. 

Whether or not Sheth and Nag are non-analagous arts was discussed. Agreement was not reached as the examiner 
indicated he must consult with other personnel at the PTO to reach a conclusion. 

Claim 15 was discussed, but agreement was not reached as to whether "as much as possible" should be removed 
from the claim due to vague and indefinite nature. Examiner indicated he will consult with other personnel at the PTO 
to reach a conclusion.. 
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INTERVIEW AGENDA 



1 . Whether claim amendments to Claims I and 22 are sufficient to demonstrate that 
Factor actually teaches away from the currently pending claims. 

2. Whether the highlight portion of Claims 1 7 and 1 8 in addition to remarks provided 
demonstrate that Factor teaches away from the invention that is the subject of the 
current application. 

3. Whether the remarks are sufficient to demonstrate that Sheth and Nag comprise 
non-analagous art. 

4. Discuss interpretation of Claim 15 to determine if the best course of action is to 
remove the conflising phrase or if we are interpreting that phrase in a like manner. 

In response to the Office Action mailed on 12/18/2006, please consider the following 
amendments and the accompanying remarks as background for our telephone 
conference scheduled for next week. 
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CLAIMS: 



1 . (Currently Amended) A distributed computer system comprising: 

a. at least one physical node; 

b. at least one logical node; 
wherein 

• each of one or more of said at least one logical node may be 
mapped bS to one of said at least one physical node; 

• said system comprises computer executable instructions for 
performing a method comprising the steps of: 

- receiving a request for work; 

- examining said request for work; 

- determining which of said at least one 
logical node corresponds with said request 
{corresponding logical node)\ 

- determining which of said at least one 
physical node said corresponding logical 
node is associated with {corresponding 
physical node); 

- mt e racting with processmg said request for 
wjoriion said corresponding logical node. 

2. (Original) 

3. (Original) 

4. (Currently Amended to correct informalities not germane to current discussion) 

5. (Original) 

6. (Original) 

7. (Original) 

8. (Original) 

9. (Original) 

10. (Original) 

11. (Original) 

12. (Original) 
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13. (Currently Amended to correct informalities not germane to current discussion) 

14. (Original) 

15. (Currently Amended) A system as claimed in Claim 13 wherein said 
predetermined formula comprises analyzing a pre-existing workload and capacity 
on each of said remaining physical servers and distributing said logical servers in 
such a manner as to balancei ^mjMl^B|||if said workload across said 
remaining physical servers. 

16. (Original) 

17. (Original) A computerized system comprising a computer readable medium 
having computer executable instructions for transacting requests over a network 

comprismg at least one physical server yhereinvsaid, physical 
ii^S^^iiilillffiS wherein each of said plurality of logical servers 
is associated with a group of consumer identifiers and wherein said computer 
executable instructions are configured to route a request, further comprising a 
consumer identifier, to a logical server whose range of consumer identifiers 
include said consumer identifier associated with said request. 

18. (Original) A computerized system comprising a computer readable medium 
having computer executable instructions for transacting requests over a network 
comprising at least one physical server wBerein^idl^ 

mtp ji^ pli^ wherein each of said plurality of logical servers 

may be associated with at least one entity and wherein said computer executable 
instructions are configured to route a request, wherein said request is also 
associated with a particular entity, to a logical server whose range of entities 
includes said entity associated with said request. 

19. (Currently Amended to correct informalities not germane to current discussion) 

20. (Currently Amended to correct informalities not germane to current discussion) 

21. (Original) 
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22. (Currently Amended) A method for distributing a workload, which utilizes a 
plurality of physical and logical servers, comprising the steps of: 

- receiving a request for work at a processing node; 

- examining said request for an identifier; 

- determining a logical server out of said plurality of logical servers which 
has been configured to accept requests associated with said identifier 
(selected logical server); 

- determining a physical server associated with said selected logical server 
(associated physical server); 

- routing said request to said associated physical server; 
y^proGessin&.saidigftquest^Qmsaid»selectedJogical»segver: 

- monitoring said plurality of physical servers for said workload to exceed a 
predetermined maximum on any of said plurality of physical servers; 

- redistributing a mapping of said logical servers to said physical servers to 
achieve a workload balanced according to a predetermined formula. 
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REMARKS 



No new matter is believed or intended to be involved. 

Claims 1-22 are pending in the application. The Office Action mailed on December 
18, 2006 ("Office Action") objected to claim 4, 13-15, and 19-20 because of certain 
informalities in those claims. The Office Action rejected claims 1-16 and 22 under 35 
use 1 12. The Office Action also rejected claims 1-18 and 22 under 35 USC ,1 02(b) 
as being unpatentable over US 6,272,523 ("Factor"). Finally, the Office Action 
rejected claims 19-20 as being unpatentable over Factor in view of US Publication 
No. 20002/0194502 ("Sheth") and claim 21 as being unpatentable over Factor and 
Sheth in view of US Publication 2004/0172464 ("Nag"). 

Applicants believe that, in light of the arguments set forth below, each claim in the 
present application recites limitations which are not taught or suggested by the prior 
art of record. Thus, applicants request that all claims in the present application be 
allowed. 

The^Office.Action. rejected. claim£151asfthej.meaning of" much as possible'' was 
unclear; ApplicantAas;rgmovedjthe^^ 
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Remarks Regarding Claim Rejections ~ 35 USC 102 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-18 and 22 under 35 USC 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Factor. 

Claim 1 

Applicant has amended claim 1 to clarify the relationship between the logical and 
physical nodes. Specifically, Applicant has amended Claim 1 to read as follows: 

1. (Original) A distributed computer system comprising: 

c. at least one physical node; 

d. at least one logical node; 
wherein 

• each of one or more of said at least one logical node may be 
mapped back t o one of said at least one physical node; 

• said system comprises computer executable instructions for 
performing a method comprising the steps of: 

- receiving a request for work; 

- examining said request for work; 

- determining which of said at least one 
logical node corresponds with said request 
{corresponding logical node); 

- determining which of said at least one 
physical node said corresponding logical 
node is associated with (corresponding 
physical node); 

- int e racting with processing said request for 
work on said corresponding logical node. 

Applicant amended Line 6 to clarify that the work request flows from the physical 
node to the logical node by indicating that the logical nodes are mapped back to the 
physical node rather than vice versa as disclosed in Factor. Antecedent basis for this 
amendment may be found in [0065] of the Specification as originally filed. Applicant 
amended lines 18-19 to further clarify . that the work request flows through the 
corresponding physical node to the corresponding logical node where it is processed. 
Antecedent basis for this change may be found in, at least, [0027] and [0036] of the 
Specification as originally filed. 

Several sections of Factor illustrate that this patent implements a completely different 
paradigm because, in Factor, work requests are sent, initially, to a logical node and 
are then processed on the corresponding physical node. For instance: 
As described above, the mapping from logical to 
physical processes can be one-to-one, many-to-one or 
one-to-many. This mapping is dynamically maintained 
by the mapping servers with each mapping server 
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Remarks Regarding Claim Rejections - 35 USC 102 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-18 and 22 under 35 USC 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Factor. 

Claim 1 

Applicant has amended claim 1 to clarify the relationship between the logical and 
physical nodes. Specifically, Applicant has amended Claim 1 to read as follows: 

1, (Original) A distributed computer system comprising: 

c. at least one physical node; 

d. at least one logical node; 
wherein 

• each of one or more of said at least one logical node may be 
mapped back to one of said at least one physical node; 

• said system comprises computer executable instructions for 
performing a method comprising the steps of: 

- receiving a request for work; 

- examining said request for work; 

- determining which of said at least one 
logical node corresponds with said request 
(corresponding logical node)', 

- determining which of said at least one 
physical node said corresponding logical 
node is associated with (corresponding 
physical node); 

- interacting with processing said request for 
work on said corresponding logical node. 

Applicant amended Line 6 to clarify that the work request flows from the physical 
node to the logical node by indicating that the logical nodes are mapped back to the 
physical node rather than vice versa as disclosed in Factor. Antecedent basis for this 
amendment may be found in [0065] of the Specification as originally filed. Applicant 
amended lines 18-19 to further clarify that the work request flows through the 
corresponding physical node to the corresponding logical node where it is processed. 
Antecedent basis for this change may be found in, at least, [0027] and [0036] of the 
Specification as originally filed. 

Several sections of Factor illustrate that this patent implements a completely different 
paradigm because, in Factor, work requests are sent, initially, to a logical node and 
are then processed on the corresponding physical node. For instance: 
As described above, the mapping from logical to 
physical processes can be one-to-one, many-to-one or 
one-to-mary. This mapping is dynamically maintained 
by the mapping servers with each mapping server 
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typically knowing the entire mapping. The method and 
system described herein allow a sinsle loeical process 
to be implemented by multiple physical processes, 
[Factor, Column 3, Line 66 - Column 4, Line 5] 
The mapping from loeical to physical processes, and 
thus the information in the mapping table, can change 
dynamically, [Column 7, Lines 48-50; see also, Figure 
2] 



Logical Address 
26 



CLIENT(S) 
22 



Logical 

Interface 

24 



Selection 
Function 
34 



Physical Address 28 



30 

^ ► 



Server 1 



32 

^ H 



Server 2 



Server 3 



As claim 1 of the present application defines a system in which work requests flow 
from physical nodes to logical nodes where they are ultimately processed and Factor 
teaches away from this model by defining an opposite flow, applicants respectfiilly 
submit that the rejection of that claim should be withdrawn, and that claim 1 should 
be allowed. 



Claims 2-16 



Applicants note that claims 2-16 incorporate each of the novel limitations recited in 
claim 1 by virtue of their depending on that claim. Therefore, applicants respectfully 
request that the rejections of claims 2-16 be withdrawn. 



Claims 17-18 



Regarding claims 17-1 8, Applicant asserts that Factor does not disclose the limitation 
of "wherein said physical server is subdivided into a plurality of logical servers". The 
Examiner cited Factor, Column 3, lines 59-65 as providing this limitation. This 
portion of Factor reads: 

As described above, the mapping from logical to 
physical processes can be one-to-one, many-to-one or 
one-to-many. 
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As described in the context of Claim 1, Factor's mapping follows a different paradigm 
from that of the present application. In Factor, the mapping is from logical nodes to 
physical nodes (see, Column 7, lines 49-50). In the present claim, the limitation of 
"wherein said physical server is subdivided into a plurality of logical servers" clearly 
indicates a flow which traverses from the physical node to the logical node. Again, 
Figure 2 of Factor illustrates this point. 



Logical Address 
26 



CLIENT(S) 
22 



Logical 

Interface 

24 



Selection 
Function 
34 



Physical Address 28 



30 

► 



Server 1 



32 

^ — h 



Server 2 



Server 3 



Therefore, as claims 17-18 of the present application define a system in which work 
requests flow from physical nodes to logical nodes and Factor teaches away from this 
model by defining an opposite flow, Applicants respectflilly submit that the rejection 
of these claims should be withdrawn, and that claims 17-18 should be allowed. 

Claims 19-21 

Applicants note that claims 19-21 incorporate each of the novel limitations recited in 
claim 18 by virtue of their depending on that claim. Therefore, applicants respectfully 
request that the rejections of claims 1 9-2 1 be withdrawn. 

Claim 22 

Applicant has amended claim 22 to clarify the relationship between the logical and 
physical nodes. Specifically, Applicant has amended Claim 22 to read as follows: 

22. (Amended) A method for distributing a workload, which utilizes a plurality of 
physical and logical servers, comprising the steps of: 

- receiving a request for work at a processing node; 

- examining said request for an identifier; 

- determining a logical server out of said plurality of logical servers which 
has been configured to accept requests associated with said identifier 
(selected logical server); 

- determining a physical server associated with said selected logical server 
(associated physical server); 
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- routing said request to said associated physical server; 

- processing said request on said selected logical server; 

- monitoring said plurality of physical servers for said workload to exceed a 
predetermined maximum on any of said plurality of physical servers; 

- redistributing a mapping of said logical servers to said physical servers to 
achieve a workload balanced according to a predetermined formula. 

Applicant added a clarification following line 10 to indicate that the work request 
flows through the corresponding physical node to the corresponding logical node 
where it is processed. Antecedent basis for this change may be found in, at least, 
[0027] and [0036] of the Specification as originally filed. 

Therefore, as claim 22 of the present application defines a system in which work 
requests flow from physical nodes to logical nodes and Factor teaches away from this 
model by defining an opposite flow, Applicants respectfiiUy submit that the rejection 
of these claims should be withdrawn, and that claim 22 should be allowed. 

Remarks Regarding Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

Claims 19-20 

Applicant notes that, under MPEP 2143, in order to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, the prior art reference or combination of references must teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of a claim. A prima facie case of obviousness also 
requires that there be some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to modify the 
references either explicitly or implicitly in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. MPEP 2143.01 . The 
mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not render the resultant 
combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 
combination. In view of the foregoing, and for at least the reasons set forth below, 
applicant respectfully submits that the combined art of record fails to render claims 
19-20 obvious. 

initially, applicants contend that the Office Action's modification of Factor by 
combining it with Sheth was improper because Factor specifically teaches away from 
the present invention's unique system and method for work management as described 
in the remarks presented in response to the Examiner rejections based on 35 USC 102. 

Furthermore, nothing in either Factor or Sheth suggests, explicitly or implicitly, the 
combination proposed by the Examiner. In fact, these two references should be 
considered non-analogous art. See MPEP § 2141.01(a) ("In order to rely on a 
reference as a basis for rejection of an applicant's invention, the reference must either 
be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the inventor was concerned." In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 
1443, 1446, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 1445 (Fed. Cir. 1992)). In further support of this 
contention, both references were primarily categorized in different classes and 
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subclasses: Factor (709/201: Distributed Data Transferring) and Sheth (713/201: 
Support). 

Factor is a load balancing system which utilizes a logical-to-physical flow to 
distribute requests across physical servers [see, Factor, Abstract]. Sheth allows access 
to private account information with additional users (e.g., family members or 
employees in a corporation) [see, Sheth, Abstract and [0127]]. Other than the fact 
that both systems utilize computers, there is nothing in either reference which lends 
itself to consideration by the other. There is no reason to combine these references, 
even with the use impermissible use of hindsight, because associating a set of 
customers with a node for purposes of distributing work across as set of nodes is 
completely unrelated to associating a set of family members/employees with an 
account for the purpose of allowing that group to view secure information associated 
with that account. 

Thus, Applicant requests that the Examiner remove the rejection based on 35 USC 
103 as well as remove Sheth as prior art for the present application. 

Claim 21 

The Examiner rejected claim 21 as being unpatentable over Factor and Sheth in view 
of Nag. Applicant reiterates the foregoing arguments made with regard to Factor and 
Sheth. 

Again, Nag comprises non-analagous art. See MPEP § 2141.01(a) (cited above). 

Factor is a load balancing system which utilizes a logical-to-physical flow to 
distribute requests across physical servers [see, Factor, Abstract]. Sheth allows access 
to private account information with additional users (e.g., family members or 
employees in a corporation) [see, Sheth, Abstract and [0127]]. Nag reserves a portion 
of available bandwidth between a first and second network device to provide a 
Quality of Service (QoS) resource pool for real-time communication sessions among 
users of a first and second community, [see, Nag, [0012]]. 

Clearly, the problem solved by Nag does not have any convergence with either Factor 
or Sheth (or, for that matter, with the invention of the present application). It appears 
that the Examiner has focused on a few words contained in Claim 6 of this 
application, taken out of context, to form the basis for this rejection. Claim 6 reads: 
The method of Claim 1 wherein the first user community and the second user 
community comprise employees of an enterprise at a first geographic location and a 
second geographic location, respectively. Rather than defining two communities for 
the purposes of distributing workload across logical servers, Nag sets up a 
communication session between the two communities cited in Claim 6. This does not 
suggest or teach, to one of skill in the art, the invention of the present application even 
if combined with Factor and/or Sheth. 



1710897-1 



- 11 - 



Thus, Applicant requests that the Examiner remove the rejection based on 35 USC 
103 as well as remove Nag as prior art for the present application. 

General Remarks 

Since, for at least the reasons discussed above, each of the pending claims in the 
application recites novel limitations not taught or suggested in the prior art of record, 
applicants respectfully request that each rejection be withdrawn and that claims 1-22 
be allowed in their present form. Applicants submit that the above discussion does 
not constitute an exhaustive list of the novel limitations found in claims 1-22 which 
are not taught or suggested in the prior art of record. To the extent that applicants 
have not addressed certain aspects of the present rejection, please do not construe the 
same as an admission as to the merits of the rejections. Indeed, applicants reserve all 
rights with respect to arguments not explicitly raised herein. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the arguments made herein, it is respectfully submitted that the claims of 
the present application meet the requirements of patentability under 35 USC § 112, 
102 and 103. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of these claims are 
earnestly solicited. Applicants encourage the Examiner to contact their 
representative, Ria Schalnat at (513) 651-6167 or r$chalnat@fbtlaw.com. if questions 
persist or if additional matters need to be dealt with prior to allowance. 

The Commissioner for Patents is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency or credit 
any overpayment of fees to Frost Brown Todd LLC Deposit Account No. 06-2226. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Ian James Clubb, et al. 



By: Ria Farrell Schalnat 

U.S. Patent & Trademark Office 
Registration No. 47,058 
Attorney for Applicants 
FROST BROWN TODD LLC 
2200 PNC Center 
201 East Fifth Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(513) 651-6167 
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